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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address — 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )KI Responsive to communication(s) filed on 18 December 2009 . 
2a )^ This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) |EI Claim(s) 25-27,30-32 and 35-48 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) |EI Claim(s) 25-27,30-32 and 35-48 is/are rejected. 

7) 0 Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) Q The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) ^ Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)E| All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

20 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3.^ Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attach ment(s) 

1) D Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-41 3) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO/SB/08) 5 ) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application 
Paper No(s)/Mail Date 20091022 . 6) □ Other: . 

'TOL-326 (Rev. 08-06) Office Action Summary Part of Paper No./Mail Date 20100204 
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DETAILED ACTION 



The Amendment filed December 18, 2009 has been entered. Claims 28, 29 and 
34 have been cancelled by the Applicant. Therefore, claims 25-27, 30-32, and 35-48 
remain for consideration by the Examiner. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

2. Claims 25, 30, 32, and 35-48 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lenhardt (US 491 1779) in view of Quelen (FR 2636380) and Demars 
et al. ("Demars", FR 2807783, citations taken from the US equivalent; US 7141282). 

3. Regarding claims 25, 30, 32, and 35, Lenhardt discloses an apparatus for a 
slipless conveyance of two plates (i.e. substrates) (see abstract). The apparatus 
includes a mechanism for driving, guiding, and operating a nozzle (i.e. tool) (col. 16, 
lines 53-63). The nozzle discharges an extrusion between the glass plates along their 
top edge (i.e. collaborate with an edge) (col. 18, lines 13-15). Lenhardt teaches the 
plates can be properly spaced apart (col. 3, lines 34-37) and conveyed in any desired 
orientation (col. 4, lines 18-19). The apparatus of Lenhardt utilizes vacuum-applying 
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conveyors (suction module), which act on the broadsides of the plates. One of ordinary 
skill in the art would appreciate that this apparatus (with vacuum-applying conveyors) 
would allow the substrates to move translationally. 

4. Lenhardt teaches the tool holder device as discussed above but does not 
expressly teach the elements of the rotary support, vertical beam, and the linear 
guidance element. 

5. Quelen discloses a machine for automatically laying a flexible spacing strip at the 
periphery of a double glazing. Quelen teaches a post (i.e. vertical beam) which has a 
head (i.e. rotary support) that moves vertically (i.e. linear guidance element) on the post 
(see abstract and Figure). At each corner the head pivots by 90 degrees (i.e. prevents 
the rotary support from rotating when the rotary support is moved translationally). 

6. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the apparatus of Lenhardt to include the edge-sealing tool of Quelen 
as Lenhardt teaches a method of conveying plates with the four edges exposed and 
Quelen teaches a machine for sealing the edge of the plates. 

7. Quelen teaches sealing the periphery of the double glazing. 

8. However, the above references do not expressly teach the at least two press 
rollers being control-loop controlled independently. 

9. Demars teaches at least one press roller, controlled by an articulated arm, that 
applies and compresses the tape against the edge of the glazing unit over its entire 
perimeter (col. 6, lines 33-36). Control systems are well known in the art as discussed 
above. Figure 5 of Demars shows press rollers moving in opposing directions. There 
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are two tools (rollers) depicted in Figs. 5a, 5b, and 5c. Since the press rollers are used 
to apply tape, this is a sufficient teaching of surface treating. One of ordinary skill in the 
art would appreciate that the rollers being part of the control-loop, wherein the rollers 
can be controlled together or independently. 

10. Demars teaches that, to save time in the girding operation, it is preferable to 
provide two rollers which are driven in two opposed directions and carry out the girding 
of two halves of the perimeter simultaneously (col. 6, lines 36-39). 

11. In the light of the above disclosure it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the instant invention to utilize rollers of Demars as 
part of the control loop, and thereby obviate extensive grinding operations. 

12. Regarding claims 36-48, Lenhardt teaches vacuum-applying conveyors that act 
on the broadsides of the plates (col. 3, lines 8-9). Lenhardt also teaches an 
embodiment in which a bottom edge-supporting conveyor (chassis) is also provided 
(col. 6, lines 11-13). Lenhardt teaches two vacuum-applying conveyors (suction 
module), which are opposite each other and spaced an adjustable distance away from 
each other (col. 3, lines 34-37). The plates can be transferred between vacuum- 
applying conveyors (modules) (col. 3, lines 40-43; operated to suck and take over). 

1 3. As to the fixed and moving chassis limitation (frame of the apparatus), one of 
ordinary skill in the art would appreciate that both of the vacuum-applying conveyors of 
Lenhardt are capable of moving but could also be considered fixed when they are 
arrested at a predetermined position. As noted above, Lenhardt teaches the vacuum- 
applying conveyors may have virtually any orientation, not only vertical or approximately 
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vertical (X) (col. 4, lines 15-20) but also horizontal (Y) and at an incline (Z). Lenhardt 
also teaches that the vacuum-applying conveyors (transporting means) may be 
correspondingly adjusted (means for positioning) in dependence on the output signals 
of the sensors (control loop), which detect the size of the glass plates (col. 1 7, lines 28- 
37). Substrates being substantially equivalent. 

14. Lenhardt does not expressly teach assembling an insulating glazing by using an 
interlayer. 

1 5. Quelen teaches a tool for automatically laying an interlayer at the periphery of a 
double glazing (see abstract). 

16. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to seal the glazing with the machine of Quelen to hermetically seal the glass 
plates to provide an insulating air space between the plates as is well known in the art. 

17. Claims 26, 27 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lenhardt, Quelen and Demars as applied to claims 25, 28, 29, 32, and 36-48 
above, and further in view of Okano et al. ("Okano", US 5358568). 

18. Regarding claims 26 and 27, Lenhardt teaches a sensor which leads the nozzle 
by a predetermined distance and is responsive to the position of the glass plates (col. 

1 7, lines 64-67). The examiner finds this to be a sufficient teaching of claims 26 and 27. 
Okano also discloses a spraying apparatus in which a sensor is mounted on either the 
nozzle or the manipulator to detect the distance between the nozzle and the surface 
being sprayed (see abstract). A controller responds to the signals produced by the 
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sensor to maintain the nozzle at a substantially constant distance from the surface 
during spraying (abstract). Control systems are well known as shown above. 

1 9. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to utilize 
control loops or methods in the apparatus of Lenhardt as modified by Quelen in order to 
precisely and accurately perform process operations (e.g. positioning a substrate, 
positioning a tool). 

20. Regarding claim 31 , control systems are well known in the art as already 
discussed. Specifically, Okano teaches a control system where a nozzle is maintained 
at a substantially constant distance by responding to signals (abstract). Demars 
teaches the press rollers as discussed above. 

21 . It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to control the position of the press rollers or nozzle relative to the substrate in 
order to obtain a precise, consistent and uniform seal. 



Response to Arguments 



22. Applicant has amended claim 25 to incorporate features recited in cancelled 
claims 28, 29, and 34. 

23. Applicant argues that the '783 application (cited as Demars by the Examiner) 
fails to at least disclose a second tool (comprising means for measuring, machining, 
shaping, or surface treating the at least one substrate) arranged fixedly and configured 
to operate while the at least one substrate is moving translationally. It appears, to the 
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Examiner, that the Applicant at least agrees that Demars teaches a second tool (as 
depicted in Figs. 5a, 5b, and 5c of Demars). Applicant's point of contention seems to be 
directed to Demars' second tool not teaching means for measuring, machining, shaping, 
or surface treat the at least one substrate. However, the Examiner considers the 
teaching of Demars of using press rollers to apply tape a sufficient teaching of surface 
treating the substrate. Further, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
substitute any other tool (such as those taught in the cited prior art) in the place of one 
of the tools of Demars. Therefore, this argument is not deemed persuasive. 
24. Applicant argues the prior art cited to reject the dependent claims fail to remedy 
the deficiencies of the art cited against the independent claim. Since the above 
argument was not found persuasive, this argument is deemed unpersuasive as well. 



Conclusion 



25. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
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mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DANIEL LEE whose telephone number is (571)270- 
771 1 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Katarzyna Wyrozebski can be reached on (571)272-1 127. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571 - 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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